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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 05/24/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

At contention is the interpretation "physical re-mapping" and also the Applicant's 
contention that the Eaton prior art deviates from the standard use of fuses and/or 
programmable memory for physically re-mapping defective memory to redundant 
replacement memory in favor of logically re-mapping defective memory to redundant 
replacement memory even though the Eaton Prior Art only teaches an interpreter for 
receiving logical addresses and ensuring that a logical address is rerouted to access the 
physical address of a redundant replacement memory used to replace a defective 
physical memory instead of the physical address of the defective physical memory. 

The Examiner would also like to point out that "logical address" is defined as a memory 
location accessed by an application program in a system with virtual memory such that 
intervening computer hardware and/or software maps the virtual address to real 
(physical) memory (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/LogicaLaddress). 

The Examiner asserts that generally Memory includes an Address Decoder that 
functions to map logical addresses Aj to physical addresses PAj using a map M: Aj -> 
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PAj. The Examiner introduces Brown; George W. et al. (US 4577294 A, hereafter 
referred to as Brown) strictly as a teaching reference on how defective memory cells are 
mapped to redundant replacement memory cells. Col. 1, lines 56-68 in Brown teach 
that programmable fuses are inserted between an address decoder and memory to 
receive physical addresses from the Address decoder and re-map the physical address 
by opening the fuse to disconnect defective physical memory and physically connect 
redundant replacement memory. That is the programmable fuses operate to map 
physical addresses PA_defectivej of defective physical memory to physical addresses 
PA_redundanti of redundant replacement memory using a Map T: PA_defectivej -* 
PA_redundanti. The Examiner asserts that there are 613 issued patents teaching 
redundant replacement memory and not one of the patents that the Examiner is aware 
of teaches issuing of logical addresses to redundant replacement memory prior to the 
assignment of the redundant replacement memory to replace defective memory since 
applications have no business accessing redundant memory prior to the assignment of 
redundant memory to replace defective memory, that is, redundant replacement 
memory is allocated memory having only physical addresses prior to its assignment to 
replace defective memory. Note: providing logical addresses to redundant memory 
prior to its assignment to replace defective memory would dramatically increase system 
complexity, if it were even possible since the system would have to account for data 
stored in redundant memory prior to its assignment to replace defective memory and 
would have to be able to recognize that the various logical addresses for redundant 
memory after its assignment to replace defective memory were no longer in use or else 
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they would have to be relocated. The Examiner asserts that assigning logical 
addresses to memory prior to its assignment to replace defective memory is just not 
done. 

The Examiner would like to point out that Figure 3 of Eaton teaches Address Interpreter 
3-9 receives logical addresses Aj from via channel 3-7 and uses the received addresses 
to access memory ensuring that the logical addresses Aj are rerouted to access the 
physical address PA_redundantj of a redundant replacement memory used to replace 
defective physical memory instead of the physical addresses PA_defectivej of defective 
physical memory. That is the Eaton patent effectively implements a map T: 
PA_defectivei -» PA_redundantj when memory is defective and T: PAj -* PAj when 
memory is not defective for replacing defective memory so that when an application 
program requests access to a defective memory location using a logical address Aj, the 
address interpreter effectively implements the map D(T(Aj)) = PA_redundantj when 
memory is defective and D(T(Aj)) = PAj when memory is not defective. The Examiner 
asserts that the map T in the Eaton patent must re-map the physical address location of 
the defective memory to the physical address location of the redundant replacement 
memory otherwise it would be impossible to access the redundant memory. Therefore 
the Eaton patent teaches physically remapping the physical addresses PA_defectivei of 
defective physical memory to the physical address PA_redundantj of a redundant 
replacement memory so that redundant replacement memory is accessed in place of 
the defective memory and the defective memory is no longer accessed. 
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The Examiner would like to point out that nowhere in the Applicant's specification does 
the applicant define the term Physical re-mapping nor does the Applicant use the terms 
"logical address" or "physical address" yet the Applicant goes on to argue that the 
Applicant's disclosure is' different from the Eaton patent because the Eaton Patent 
teaches remapping logical addresses. That is the Applicant argues that contrary to 
common sense (and certainly the Eaton patent makes no suggestion of this but teaches 
standard Prior Art redundant replacement memory that only have physical addresses 
prior to reassignment for use as replacement memory) that redundant replacement 
memory in Eaton are assigned logical addresses LA_redundant ( so that application 
programs have access to store information in redundant replacement memory prior to 
their reassignment to replace defective memory. The Applicant argues that Eaton 
implements a Map S: LA_defectivej -» LA_redundantj when a location is defective and 
S: LAj -» LA for non-defective memory locations in the logical domain. The Examiner 
would like to point out that the Applicant's argument is completely absurd since 
application programs still would have access to LA_defective f and since any data stored 
at LA_redundanti would be destroyed. The Examiner asserts that if Eaton intended 
such a mapping that is so contrary to what is known and taught in the Prior Art, it would 
require an extensive explanation and an incredible amount of research. 
However, in the interest of advancing prosecution the Examiner would like to point out 
that in such an arrangement, Application programs would access data via the following 
map T"=MS: LA_defectivej -* PA_redundant| when memory is defective so that the 
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physical addresses PA_defectivej of defective physical memory is effectively remapped 
to PA_redundantj of a redundant replacement memory that is, 
M(S(LA_defectivej))=M(LA_redundantj)= PA_redundantj when memory is defective and 
M(S(LAj))=M(LAi)= PAj when memory is non-defective. Such an algorithm implements 
the following map MSM' 1 (PA_defectivei) = M(S(M" 1 (PA_defectivei)))= 
M(S(LA_defectivei)) = M(S(LA_defectivej))=M(LA_redundantj)= PA_redundantj when 
memory is defective. If such an algorithm as the Applicant argues was implemented, 
such an algorithm still must effectively physically remap the physical addresses 
PA_defectivei of defective physical memory to PA_redundant| of a redundant 
replacement memory according to the physical map MSM" 1 since col. 2, lines 55-58 in 
Eaton teaches that defective memory cells are replaced meaning that the physical 
address PA_defectivej of the defective memory cell is no longer available and is 
effectively replaced with the physical address PA_redundantj of the redundant 
replacement memory cell (Note: in Eaton col. 5, lines 30-40 provide an algorithm to 
effectively ensure that defective memory is not used again). 

However, address tables 3-1 1 in Figure 3 of Eaton containing address information are 
only available to interpreter 3-9 and information submitted to interpreter 3-9 is submitted 
on a bus separate from bus 3-7 in Figure 3 used for logical addresses. The Examiner 
asserts that if the addresses in 3-1 1 were logical addresses the System controller 3-13 
would still have access the logical addresses; hence replacement of memory would be 
impossible unless the system controller 3-13 had access to the addresses and kept 
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track of the addresses separately. However, col. 12, lines 40-43 in Eaton teach self-test 
and self-repair memory hence the addresses in 3-1 1 in Figure 3 cannot be available to 
outside applications and the self-test and self-repair memory must be able to repair and 
replace memory internally without any interference from application programs. The 
Examiner asserts that the address tables in Figure 3 can only store physical addresses 
since there is no mechanism to notify application programs which logical addresses are 
no longer being used and no mechanism to notify application programs which logical 
addresses are allocated to redundant replacement memory prior to being used to 
replace defective memory. 

The Applicant contends, "The language of the recited motivation, namely "one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that using the language physically re- 
mapping would have provided the operation of mapping defective memory cells at a 
physical location to non defective replacement memory cells at a non-defective physical 
location," is circular in nature. The Examiner merely asserts that it is obvious to make 
the modification because it is obvious to achieve the result". 
That is incorrect. Eaton teaches an algorithm and device for redundant replacement 
memory for repairing memory which explicitly require that the physical addresses 
PA_defectivej of defective memory cells be disabled and replaced with the physical 
addresses PA^redundantj of redundant replacement memory cells. Replacement 
means that when an application requests access to a defective memory location at 
physical address PA_defectivej using logical address LA_defectivei, memory reroutes 
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the request to a redundant replacement memory at a physical address PA_redundant i( 
that is, regardless of the particular algorithm for accomplishing the replacement; the 
physical address PA_defectivej of the defective memory cell is re-mapped to the 
physical address PA_redundantj of the redundant replacement memory cell. The only 
thing that Eaton does not teach is the term "physically re-mapping" to describe the 
process of re-mapping the physical address PA_defectivej of a defective memory cell to 
a physical address PA_redundantj of the redundant replacement memory cell. Eaton 
clearly teaches the motivation for re-mapping the physical address PA_defectivej of a 
defective memory cell to a physical address PA_redundantj of the redundant 
replacement memory cell; to repair defective memory cells. 

The Applicant contends; "Applicant does not disagree with the notion that Eaton 
teaches re-mapping, nor does Applicant disagree that "re-mapping" necessarily involves 
the substitution of one physical memory location for another physical memory location". 
The Examiner asserts that "the substitution of one physical memory location for another 
physical memory location" is physically re-mapping since substitution is a map S: 
LA_defectivej -» PA_redundantj for replacing the physical address PA_defectivej of a 
defective memory cell to a physical address PA_redundantj of the redundant 
replacement memory cell. 

In addition, the Examiner would like to point out that physical is used as an adjective to 
modify remapping. Adjective is defined as a word that expresses an attribute of 
something 



Application/Control Number: 09/842,435 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2133 

fhttp://www.qooqle.com/search?hl=en&lr=&defl=en&a=define:adiective&sa=X&oi=qloss 
ary definition&ct=title ) or a word to specify a thing as distinct from something else 
(Merriam-Webster*s Collegiate Dictionary). An attribute of the substitute mapping S: 
LA_defectivej -» PA_redundantj is that it substitutes physical memory; hence the 
mapping S is a physical remapping since it serves to distinguish the remapping from 
remapping of logical addresses available to application programs. 
The Applicant agrees that Eaton teaches physical re-mapping, however argues that the 
Applicant's physical re-mapping is different. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "The 
Applicant agrees that Eaton teaches physical re-mapping, however argues that the 
Applicant's physical re-mapping is different") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The Applicant contends, "Physical remapping involves physically changing the address 
lines extending between memory units". 

Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term of a 
claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine the 
claim term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled in 
the art on notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. 
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Nowhere has the Applicant even defined the term "physical re-mapping". Nowhere 
does the Applicant even discuss "changing the address lines extending between 
memory units" in the applicant's specification. 

In addition, the Examiner would like to point out that physical is used as an adjective to 
modify remapping. Adjective is defined as a word that expresses an attribute of 
something 

mttp://www.qooqle.com/search?hl=en&lr=&defl=en&g=define:adiective&sa=X&oi=qloss 
arv definition&ct=title ) or a word to specify a thing as distinct from something else 
(Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary). An attribute of the substitute mapping S: 
LA_defectivei -> PA_redundantj is that it substitutes physical memory; hence the 
mapping S is a physical remapping since it serves to distinguish the remapping from 
remapping of logical addresses available to application programs. 
In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
"physically changing the address lines extending between memory units") are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The Applicant contends, "the Examiner introduces Morley in an attempt to modify Eaton 
so that its memory element address lines are physically re-mapped to a different 
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address space. See Current Action, pg. 6. However, such a modification would change 
Eaton's principle operation". 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
"address lines are physically re-mapped to a different address space ". [Emphasis 
Added]) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification,- limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Nowhere 
does claim 1 recite, "address lines are physically re-mapped to a different address 
space". [Emphasis Added] 

However for the purpose of advancing prosecution, the Examiner asserts that the only 
thing that using a programmable fuse would change is the programmable fuse would 
replace memory tables 3-1 1 in Figure 3. The Eaton patent requires that defective 
memory be replaced with redundant replacement memory and that the defective 
memory be eliminated from use. Programmable fuses are a common and effective 
mechanism for implementing look-up tables for replacing redundant replacement 
memory and eliminating the defective memory from use and are much faster than CAM 
since they are direct electrical connections by design and structure eliminating the 
complexity of look-up tables implemented in CAM. 

The Applicant contends, "The referenced citations make clear that Eaton's principle 
operation requires remapping physical memory locations by changing defective memory 
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locations in an address table, which may be a look-up table or content-addressable 
memory. Clearly, such "logical" re-mapping is a completely different operation than 
replacing the physical address lines of a memory location. As such, modifying Eaton so 
that it replaces the physical lines of a memory location, as the Examiner's proposes, 
would change the principle operation of Eaton". 

The Examiner disagrees and asserts that col. 1 , lines 9-12 in Eaton teach that the 
principle of operation is self-testing and self-repairing computer memory. 
The use of programmable logic is a mechanism for self-repairing computer memory. 
Col. 2, lines 55-58 Eaton teaches repairing memory by replacing defective memory cells 
with redundant replacement memory cells. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have recognized that programmable fuses accomplish the 
same operation of replacing defective memory cells with redundant replacement 
memory cells and are faster and less complex since they are electrically wired. 

The Applicant contends, "The referenced citations make clear that Eaton's principle 
operation requires remapping physical memory locations by changing defective memory 
locations in an address table, which may be a look-up table or content-addressable 
memory". 

The Examiner asserts that a programmable fuse is a means for implementing a look-up 
table and is substantially a look-up table. 
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The Applicant contends, "To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic 
criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings". 
The Examiner asserts that programmable fuses provide direct electrical connections 
and substantially instantaneous look-up. 

The Applicant contends, "The referenced citations make clear that Eaton's principle 
operation requires remapping physical memory locations by changing defective memory 
locations in an address table, which may be a look-up table or content-addressable 
memory. Clearly, such "logical" re-mapping is a completely different operation 
than replacing the physical address lines of a memory location ". [Emphasis 
Added]. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
" replacing the physical address lines of a memory location ". [Emphasis Added]) are 
not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Nowhere does claim 1 
recite, " replacing the physical address lines of a memory location ". [Emphasis 
Added] 
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However for the purpose of advancing prosecution, the Examiner asserts that address 
tables, content-addressable and programmable logic are all means for implementing 
look-up tables to redirect access of a defective memory location to a redundant 
replacement memory location. Each has its own advantage. Clearly, programmable 
fuses provide direct electrical connections and substantially instantaneous look-up by 
design. Col. 5, lines 20^25 in Eaton teaches the preferred embodiment whereby 
"substitute address table 3-1 1 can have several different embodiments such as (a) a 
look-up table (not shown) or (b) a content-addressable memory", which clearly are listed 
as suggestions not limitations on the design in Eaton so that the design in Eaton 
encompasses any other- reasonable manner of implementation. Eaton makes no 
suggestion whether the look-up table is implemented in memory or by direct connection 
programmable fuses and presents no circuit diagram for look-up tables. There is 
nothing in the Eaton patent that teaches away from programmable memory and there is 
every suggestion that Eaton encompasses any and all implementations for look-up 
tables including direct connection programmable fuses. 

The Applicant contends, "Finally, Eaton discloses that the address table may be a look 
up table or a content-addressable memory, where a computer determines if a memory 
has been replaced by comparing addresses in the address table". 
The Examiner asserts that col. 5, lines 30-40 in Eaton explicitly teaches, "Alternatively, 
the substitute address table 3-1 1 can have the form of a content addressable memory. 
When the host computer system accesses memory, the memory address presented is 
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compared with the entries in the content addressable memory. If the desired address 
does not match an entry of the content addressable memory (CAM), then that particular 
memory location has not been replaced. If the address matches an entry of the content 
addressable memory, then that memory cell 3-5 is a defective memory cell 3-5a that 
has been replaced with a replacement memory cell 3-5c and the CAM produces the 
address of the replacement memory cell 3-5c". 

The Examiner would like to point out that Eaton only teaches "the memory address 
presented is compared with the entries in the content addressable memory" when "the 
host computer system accesses memory" only in the alternative embodiment where 
CAM is used. Nowhere does Eaton suggest "a computer determines if a memory has 
been replaced by comparing addresses in the address table"; the computer is only 
allowed to accesses memory and the self-repair self-test memory internally determines 
if a memory has been replaced by comparing addresses in the case that a CAM is 
used. There is no requirement for a look-up embodiment to compare addresses and 
there is nothing prohibiting an implementation of a look-up table using programmable 
fuses with direct electrical connections as is normally done in the art (see Brown; US 
4577294 A for Prior Art implementation of a look-up table using programmable fuses 
with direct electrical connections). 

The Applicant contends, "The language of the recited motivation, namely "one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that using the language physically re- 
mapping would have provided the operation of mapping defective memory cells at a 
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physical location to non defective replacement memory cells at a non-defective physical 
location," is circular in nature". 

Because of the nature of the case, the Examiner is not sure how the courts will interpret 
the term, "logically remapping". The Examiner would like to point out that only a judge 
in future litigation could determine how a word will be defined. In doing a rejection, an 
examiner uses dictionaries and treatises to determine the meaning of a word unless the 
Applicant explicitly defines the term. The Examiner attempted to provide arts and a 
rejection that would apply independently of how the courts and Appeal Board interpret 
the term "logically remapping". All of the elements in the Applicant's independent claims 
are common knowledge building blocks for testing and repairing memory and there is 
plenty of motivation for combining the various arts as shown above (programmable 
fuses with direct electrical connections provide a simplification for circuitry and are 
faster than CAM since they are direct connect). Contrary to what the Applicant 
suggests, the Eaton patent does not teach away from any implementation, but only 
outlines building blocks for the design in the Eaton patent. 

The Applicant contends, "As such, the Examiner equates a memory row and a memory 
column to a "subset." However, claim 21 recites that each subset comprises at least two 
linear arrays of elements". 

The Examiner asserts that a column is subset of elements of a kxn matrix is a kx1 array 
and is linear. Likewise a row is subset of elements of a kxn matrix is a 1xn array and is 
linear. 
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The Examiner would like to point out that only a judge in future litigation could determine 
how a word will be defined. In doing a rejection, an examiner uses dictionaries and 
treatises to determine the meaning of a word unless the Applicant explicitly defines the 
term. The Examiner would like to point out that nowhere in the Applicant's specification 
does the Applicant even use the term "linear array"; hence the term only gets its 
standard dictionary definition based on English construction of adjectives with nouns. 
Adjective is defined as a word that expresses an attribute of something 
(http://www.qooale.com/search?hl=en&lr=&defl=en&g=define:adiective&sa=X&oi=aloss 
arv definition&ct=title ) or a word to specify a thing as distinct from something else 
(Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary). 

The Applicant contends; "Eaton and Green fails to teach or suggest "successively 
scanning each of a plurality of subsets of said memory segment, wherein each said 
subset comprises at least two linear arrays of elements" as recited in claim 21". 
The Examiner asserts that a column is subset of elements of a kxn matrix is a kx1 array 
and is linear. Likewise a row is subset of elements of a kxn matrix is a 1xn array and is 
linear. 

Green, in an analogous art, teaches a commonly-known order for evaluating defective 
memory cells by successively scanning each of a plurality of subsets of said memory 
segment, wherein each said subset comprises at least two linear arrays of elements 
(see steps I and m in claim 16 in col. 6 of Green; Note: a column is a linear array and a 
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row is a second linear array which are subsets of a memory array typically found in 
memory arrays forming a memory segment). 

The Examiner disagrees with the applicant and maintains all rejections of claims 18-29. 
All amendments and arguments by the applicant have been considered. It is the 
Examiner's conclusion that claims 18-29 are not patentably distinct or non-obvious over 
the prior art of record in view of the references, Eaton; Steven G. et al. (US 4939694 A, 
hereafter referred to as Eaton), Hams; Timothy (US 4460997 A) and Money; Richard E. 
(US 4506362 A) in view of Bair; Owen S. et al. (US 6065134 A, hereafter referred to as 
Bair) in view of Green; George D. et al. (US 4965799 A, hereafter referred to as Green) 
as applied in the last office action, filed 02/24/2006. Therefore, the rejection is 
maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

2. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Eaton; Steven G. et al. (US 4939694 A, hereafter referred to as Eaton) in view of 
Hams; Timothy (US 4460997 A) in further view of Morley; Richard E. (US 4506362 A). 
See the Non-Final Action filed 02/24/2006 for detailed action of prior rejections. 

3. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Eaton; 
Steven G. et al. (US 4939694 A, hereafter referred to as Eaton), Harns; Timothy (US 
4460997 A) and Morley; Richard E. (US 4506362 A) in view of Bair; Owen S. et al. (US 
6065134 A, hereafter referred to as Bair) 

See the Non-Final Action filed 02/24/2006 for detailed action of prior rejections. 

4. Claims 21-25, 27, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Eaton; Steven G. et al. (US 4939694 A, hereafter referred to as Eaton) in view of 
Green; George D. et al. (US 4965799 A, hereafter referred to as Green). 

See the Non-Final Action filed 02/24/2006 for detailed action of prior rejections. 

5. Claims 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Eaton; Steven G. et al. (US 4939694 A, hereafter referred to as Eaton) and Green; 
George D. et al. (US 4965799 A, hereafter referred to as Green) in view of Bair; Owen 
S. et al. (US 6065134 A, hereafter referred to as Bair) 
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See the Non-Final Action filed 02/24/2006 for detailed action of prior rejections. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph D. Torres whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3829. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Joseph D. Torres, PhD 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2133 



